
 
COMMENT 

 

1-A 

 RESPONSE 

1-A The reservoirs cannot reduce downstream flooding from 
rainfall events that strictly occur over the uncontrolled areas.  
Project regulation, on captured incidental rainfall from these 
events, can usually provide some measurable downstream flood 
relief.  The historical record on damages prevented shows a very 
positive outcome for the Muskingum watershed under the existing 
flood control system. 



 
COMMENT 

 

 

2-A 

2-B 

2-C 

2-D 

 RESPONSE 

2-A This information can be found in Appendix C – Tab II. 

 

2-B This type of system does not provide flood control benefits. 

 

2-C Three typical monoliths, one each for the three distinct 
portions of the dam, were selected for evaluation during this 
phase in order to make a determination of the feasibility of the 
project.  Every monolith will be evaluated in more detail during the 
design phase of the project. 

 

2-D Please refer to Paragraph 3.3 and Appendix A of the 
Dover DSA Program Evaluation Report.  The non-federal cost 
share, 3.45%, is for the total project cost. 



 
COMMENT 

 

 RESPONSE 

 

2-E The Ohio Emergency Management Agency (OEMA) is the 
central point of coordination within the state for response and 
recovery to disasters.  OEMA has developed and established a 
statewide emergency operations plan that meets federal 
requirements.  The emergency management response depends 
on a tiered effort.  When an emergency exceeds the capacity of 
local government, they request the assistance of the state through 
OEMA.  If an emergency response exceeds the capacity of the 
OEMA, aid is requested from the president through the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. 

 



 
COMMENT 

 

3-A 

 RESPONSE 

3-A The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will accommodate 
visitors to the Dover project to the maximum extent possible.  
During construction of the Dam Safety Assurance project, groups 
are encouraged to plan visits and tours of the construction.  
However, there will be certain periods during construction when it 
is not safe to accommodate visitors.  Groups and individuals are 
encouraged to contact the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to 
properly plan visits to the project. 



 
COMMENT 

 

4-A 

 RESPONSE 

4-A The following link is provided for the Huntington District's 
web page: http://www.lrh.usace.army.mil/  

 

The Dover DSA project web site is not available at this time.  
General information on the Dover Dam can be obtained from 
visiting 
http://www.lrh.usace.army.mil/_kd/go.cfm?destination=Page&Pge
_ID=1218 

 



 
COMMENT 

 

5-A 

5-B 

5-C 

 RESPONSE 

5-A If a storm event were to occur that creates a need for 
significant discharge from Dover Dam, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers will contact the Tuscarawas County Homeland Security 
and Emergency Management Agency.  The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers will communicate to the Tuscarawas County Homeland 
Security and Emergency Management Agency the anticipated 
amount of discharge.  If the Dover Dam were to experience a 
catastrophic failure, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would 
contact the Tuscarawas County Homeland Security and 
Emergency Management Agency. 

 

5-B Comment noted. 

 

5-C Comment noted. 

 



 
COMMENT 

 

6-C 

 RESPONSE 

6-C Under the Dam Safety Assurance Program the Corps does 
not currently have the authority to investigate a full array of flood 
protection measures (i.e. nonstructural, local flood protection). The 
Corps is only authorized to study rehabilitating the dam. 

 

The Guidance for a Dam Safety Assurance Project is given in EP 
1110-2-1155 and states, “The total average annual benefits of the 
existing project should be greater than the annual costs of the 
modification plus additional operation, maintenance, repair, 
replacement and rehabilitation (OMRR&R), if any. In the event 
that the benefits do not exceed the costs, consideration will be 
given to breaching the dam and the rationale for not selecting the 
breaching option will be provided if improvement is 
recommended.” 

 

A review of “Table 12 - Summary of Annual Benefits and Cost, 
Recommended Plan”  from Appendix I shows that the benefits of 
rehabilitating the dam are greater than the cost of repair, thereby 
removing Alternatives 9 and 10 from consideration. 

 



 
COMMENT 

 

7-A 

7-B 

 RESPONSE 

7-A It is a fact that the drainage from Atwood, Leesville, and 
Bolivar goes into the Tuscarawas River, which is then dammed at 
Dover.  The MWCD has the authority dating from its original 
charter to utilize project lands to benefit the citizens of the state 
and the region with flood control, recreation, water supply and 
other uses.  Dover dam currently cannot operate as originally 
designed and would likely fail prior to reaching spillway, therefore, 
the dam needs to be fixed in order to operate to the original 
intended design.  The Dam Safety Assurance program it's 
currently under will allow for that fix, as well as for improvement 
for the dam to withstand a Probable Maximum Flood event. 

 

The recreation and water supply needs of Atwood and Leesville 
have not historically exceeded the flood control capability of the 
projects.  A dry dam approach to protect for a very rare event will 
not spare the basin from major flood damages.  The data for 
Leesville and Atwood Dams were reviewed to identify the potential 
benefits gained by drawing their pools down as a potential Interim 
Risk Reduction Measure.  Drawing them down an additional 15 
feet more during the winter months results in a potential decrease 
of 2-4 feet in Dover’s pool, which initially seems significant, 
however it was determined that a storm event that would cause 
Dover Dam to have an uncontrolled rise in pool that results in a 
Factor of Safety for Dover Dam of less than 1.0 is less than the 
projected spillway frequency of either Leesville or Atwood dams.  
This means that Leesville and Atwood dams can keep their gates 
closed, without reaching spillway, throughout an event that would 
likely cause a failure of Dover dam, and the 2-4 foot gain 

 

                         (cont’d) 



 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

7-A (cont’d) 

 

would never be realized.  Therefore, there is no reason to draw 
down either Leesville or Atwood dams beyond their normal pools 
for either a permanent or interim fix. 

 

There are significant recreational benefits associated with Atwood 
and Leesville Lakes, and, again, recreation is an authorized 
project purpose that contributes significantly to the local economy.  
Additionally, to drain the lakes as specified in this letter would 
cause severe degradation to the existing riparian environment and 
its associated wetlands, while providing relatively little in additional 
flood damage reduction. 

 

7-B Comment noted.  Visitation for the year 2006 was 
1,403,000 at Atwood Lake and 246,000 for Leesville Lake. This is 
down 12% from 2005. 

 



 
COMMENT 

 

8-A 

 RESPONSE 

 

8-A The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers owns, operates, 
inspects and maintains the following 16 projects in the Muskingum 
River Basin: Atwood, Beach City, Bolivar, Charles Mill, 
Clendening, Dillon, Dover, Leesville, Mohawk, Mohicanville, North 
Branch of Kokosing, Piedmont, Pleasant Hill, Senecaville, Tappan 
and Wills Creek. 



 
COMMENT 

 

 RESPONSE 

 



 
COMMENT 

 

9-A 

9-B 

9-C 

9-D 

 RESPONSE 

9-A The Ohio Emergency Management Agency (OEMA) is the 
central point of coordination within the state for response and 
recovery to disasters.  OEMA has developed and established a 
statewide emergency operations plan that meets federal 
requirements.  The emergency management response depends 
on a tiered effort.  When an emergency exceeds the capacity of 
local government, they request the assistance of the state through 
OEMA.  If an emergency response exceeds the capacity of the 
OEMA, aid is requested from the president through the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. 

 

9-B The Huntington District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is 
currently studying five projects under the Dam Safety Program 
and the Dam Safety Assurance Program.  These projects are 
Dover, Bolivar, Mohawk, Zoar Levee and Diversion Dam and 
Beach City. 

 

9-C The five flood control dam projects in the Muskingum basin 
in the Huntington District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are 
being studied because more information is available for these 
dams.  In light of the most recently available information, these 
five dams are furthest from meeting current seepage and stability 
criteria.  The intent of these studies is to protect the public to the 
maximum extent allowed by law. 

 

9-D A Fault as defined by the American Geological Institute 
(1974). 

 

Fault [struc geol] A surface or zone of rock fracture along which 
there has been displacement, from a few centimeters to a few 
kilometers in scale.  (cont’d) 
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9-D (cont’d) 

 

 
Scan of the Dover Dam thrust fault found during construction. 

 

In the photo you can see that the material, labeled (A) is the 
footwall of the fault and the material labeled (B) is the hanging 
wall.  The hanging wall is moving upward relative to the footwall 
due to horizontal compression, making this either a thrust or a 
reverse fault.  Because of the obvious displacement, as shown in 
the photo, the term fault is appropriate. 

 



 
COMMENT 

 

9-E 

9-F 

9-G 

9-H 

9-I 

9-J 

9-K 

 RESPONSE 

9-E Changing the terminology would not change the rock 
strengths used in the stability calculations.  If you call it a fault or a 
broken zone or a slickenside what you’re describing is a rock 
material that at some point in its geologic history has been 
weakened due to displacement, and this weakness is taken into 
account when assigning rock strengths. 

 

9-F The source and amount of water used for the 
recommended design level of the Probable Maximum Flood 
(PMF) can be found in Appendix C – Tab I.  The failure 
mechanism for Dover Dam is the interaction between the structure 
and its foundation due to differential hydrostatic loading and uplift 
forces along this interface, not the flow of the water.  It should also 
be noted that a large section of the foundation rock downstream of 
the stilling basin eroded during construction leaving a hole that 
was filled with derrick stone. 

 

9-G There will be extensive flooding in and out of the Dover 
Dam drainage basin but the extents can vary widely depending on 
the exact nature of the storm event. 

 

9-H Because the Recommended Plan of Improvement for the 
Dover Dam project does not change the amount of water that will 
be impounded by the Dover Dam, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers is not authorized to raise the elevation of roads nor is 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers authorized to pay for raising the 
elevation of roads. 

 

 



 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

 

9-I The proposed project will not induce damages on property 
located upstream of the dam.  The United States currently owns 
flowage easements in this area up to elevation 916 msl, and the 
proposed project will not change the elevation of the current dam 
spillway or otherwise affect properties above this elevation 

 

9-J The question and comment is not fully understood.  The 
non-federal cost share partner is the Muskingum Watershed 
Conservancy District (MWCD) and the MWCD will contribute 
3.45% of the total project cost of the Dover Dam Safety Assurance 
Project. 

 

9-K The Dover Dam is being studied under the Dam Safety 
Assurance Program.  The Dover Dam is being studied because it 
will not perform to its intended level of service.  Furthermore, the 
Dover Dam will be improved to be stable for the Probable 
Maximum Flood (PMF). 

 



 
COMMENT 

 

10-A 

 RESPONSE 

10-A A copy of ER 1110-2-1155 was provided in PDF format. 



 
COMMENT 

 

10-C 

10-B 

 RESPONSE 

10-B The following was provided via e-mail response: In regard 
to the 3.45% non-federal cost share requirement, there is no 
single document that establishes this requirement.  This 
requirement is determined from several references and is 
documented in Appendix A of the Dover DSA Program Evaluation 
Report, which is currently available for public review.  I am also 
including a copy of Appendix A in this e-mail reply. 

 

10-C A copy of the PowerPoint presentation was provided via e-
mail response. 



 
COMMENT 

 

11-A 

 RESPONSE 

11-A Please refer to Appendix A of the Dover DSA Program 
Evaluation Report.  The non-federal cost share is dependent on 
the original cost share arrangement at the time of original 
construction and is not dependent on whether the dam is large or 
whether the dam is profitable. 



 
COMMENT 

 

12-A 

 RESPONSE 

12-A The request for this information will be handled under the 
Freedom of Information Act. 



 
COMMENT 

 

13-A 

 RESPONSE 

13-A The request for this information will be handled under the 
Freedom of Information Act. 

 



 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 



 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 



 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 



 
COMMENT 

14-A 

14-B 

 RESPONSE 

 

14-A Concur.  Non-erodible material will be used to the fullest 
extent possible.  Moreover, best management practices would be 
used to minimize temporary impact to water quality in the vicinity 
of construction activities.  Due to significant dam safety concerns, 
the project construction schedule has been accelerated to the 
extent possible.  The Corps will continue to investigate ways to 
further minimize the construction schedule throughout the 
remainder of project implementation. 

 

14-B Concur.  Impact to aquatic and terrestrial habitat and would 
be minimized to the fullest extent possible.  The selection of the 
downstream access road for primary route for construction 
equipment greatly minimizes if not completely eliminates potential 
for wetland impact.  Terrestrial impact associated with road 
widening would be limited to that necessary for construction 
equipment access.  In areas where impacts were unavoidable, 
native vegetation would be reestablished to offset adverse effects.  
Moreover, best management practices, including those in the list 
you provided, would also be employed where appropriate to 
minimize adverse effects associated with construction activities. 

 



 
COMMENT 

14-C 

14-D 

14-E 

 RESPONSE 

 

14-C Concur.  The Corps will contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service after detailed plans have been made for construction 
access.  At which time the Corps, in coordination with the 
USFWS, will reassess the habitat suitability in the area of impact.  
Moreover, to avoid impact to the species, the Corps is committed 
to accomplishing all tree clearing activities between the dates of 
September 15 and April 15.  If for some reason the Corps finds it 
necessary to perform any tree removal outside of this timeframe, 
prior coordination with the USFWS and other resource agencies 
would take place to ensure impact is avoided. 

14-D Concur.  Mark Shieldcastle of the Ohio Department of 
Natural Resource (ODNR) was contacted during project scoping.  
According to Mr. Shieldcastle,  the nearest known nest is 
approximately 10 miles from the project area.  No impacts are 
expected.  However, prior to construction, the ODNR would be 
consulted again to ensure nesting sites that were not previously 
identified have not established within ½ mile of the project area.   
If nests are encountered during project construction all activities 
would cease and proper action and coordination with resource 
agencies would take place. 

14-E Concur.  As detailed construction methods and impact 
assessments are undertaken, the Corps will survey the impact 
zone for the presence of the clubshell mussel.  Surveys will be 
scoped and conducted in partnership with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service pursuant to Secton 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act based on detailed project information.  Further discussion 
regarding the clubshell mussel is included in Section 2.5.3 of the 
EIS. 



 
COMMENT 

14-F 

14-G 

14-H 

14-I 

14-J 

14-K 

 RESPONSE 

 

14-F Concur.  See response to Comment 14-B 

 

14-G Concur.  Mitigation for all impacts would be mitigated in 
accordance with provisions of the Clean Water Act.  Moreover, a 
native vegetation assemblage would be reestablished where 
impacts to terrestrial resources were unavoidable. 

 

14-H Concur.  See response to Comment 14-B. 

 

14-I Concur.  See response to Comment 14-A. 

 

14-J Concur.  See response to Comment 14-E. 

 

14-K Concur.  Invasive species will be managed such that the 
native species assemblage planted in impacted areas could be 
reestablished. 

 



 
COMMENT 

14-L 

 RESPONSE 

 

14-L Non-Concur.  The Corps agrees that this area is 
problematic from the standpoint of poor habitat quality and 
perhaps other negative outputs of many post-mining sites.  The 
Corps has considered the recommendation of the Service and 
finds that the property is not within the current work limits, is not 
required for the construction of the road and is not required to 
mitigate for significant habitats impacted by the project.  
Therefore, the Corps does not have sufficient authority or interest 
in the property to acquire it and effect the restoration 
recommended by the Service. 



 
COMMENT 

 

15-A 

 RESPONSE 

15-A Concur.  See response to Comment 14-A. 

 



 
COMMENT 

 

15-B 

15-C 

15-D 

15-E 

 RESPONSE 

15-B Concur.  Responses to all public and agency comment 
received during project scoping and Draft EIS public review period 
is included in the Final EIS. 

 

15-C Concur.  See response to Comment 14-C. 

 

15-D Concur.  See response to Comment 14-E. 

 

15-E Concur.  See response to Comment 14-B. 
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 RESPONSE 
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 RESPONSE 



 
COMMENT 

 

 RESPONSE 

 


